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REMARKS 

The present response is to the Office Communication mailed October 25, 2005. 
Claims 1-13 are standing for examination. The Examiner objects to the drawings as 
failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5). Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Zahariev (US 6,035,104) hereinafter Zahariev. 

In response, applicant herein amends claims 1,3, 4-6, 7-8 and 10 to overcome the 
112 rejection. Applicant believes the examiner errs when including claims 6, 12 and 13 
in the 1 12 rejection. Claim 6 is rejected because the claim recites the limitation "the 
wireless network". The Examiner states there is no antecedent basis for this limitation. 
Applicant points out that the line prior to said limitation, in the same claim, states "The 
system of claim 1 wherein the notification system sends notification by a wireless 
network. Applicant has not removed this language by amendment, therefore, the 
limitation "a wireless network" in the line immediately preceding "the wireless network" 
sets clear antecedent basis for the limitation. Applicant relies on the same argument for 
claims 12 and 13, as antecedent basis for said rejected limitations are clearly stated in 
lines immediately prior. 

Replacement sheets for figures 2 and 3 are also herein submitted with this 
correspondence to overcome the Examiner's objections to the drawings. Applicant herein 
provides arguments which clearly distinguish applicant's invention, as claimed, over the 
art of Zahariev. 

Regarding claim 1, The Examiner states that Zahariev teaches an Internet site 
retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person at one or more other sites. Applicant 
believes the Examiner has misinterpreted the art of Zahariev as well as the specific 
limitations of claim 1 . 

Applicant points out that claim 1 specifically recites "A site connected to the 
Internet networ k retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person from one or more 
other sites. Applicant argues that the art of Zahariev teaches an email serve r receiving 
email and forwarding the email to a location specified by the user. The word "retrieve" 
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means to locate, read and gather data, as defined in the English language and in light of 
Applicant's specification. To "receive" means that the data is handed to you, or at least 
pushed from the ISP. Zahariev f s ability to "receive" emails, either directly from the 
sender or via ISP certainly cannot read on applicant's claimed ability to retrieve and 
aggregate personal data from various sites on the Internet. 

Applicant believes claim 1 is patentable over the art of Zahariev as argued above. 
Claims 2-7 are patentable on their own merits, or at least as depended upon a patentable 
claim. Applicant's method claim 8 recites the same limitation argued on behalf of claim 1 
and is also patentable over the art of Zahariev. Claims 9-1 3 are patentable on their own 
merits, or at least as depended from a patentable claim. 

As all of the newly presented claims standing for examination have been 
demonstrated to be patentable over the art of record, applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration, and that the present case be passed quickly to issue. 
If any fees are due beyond fees paid with this amendment, authorization is made to deduct 
those fees from deposit account 50-0534. If any time extension is needed beyond any 
extension requested with this amendment, such extension is hereby requested. 
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